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PREFATORY REMARKS. 


No literary work is more distasteful to me than contro- 
versy, especially when there is a personal element. To 
repeat my own words, quoted by Dr. Riley, ‘‘I want facts 
and ideas, I do not care who publishes;’’ therefore, it really 
was, and is a matter of but little moment to me who first 
published a description of the larva Platypsyllus and dem- 
onstrated its coleopterous nature. Had Dr. Riley done the 
work I would have read it with great interest, and would 
have rejoiced that Dr. LeConte’s opinion, which I accepted 
and worked to prove, had been confirmed by another. But 
having done this myself I demand like treatment by others. 

In publishing my reply to Dr. Riley privately I wish to 
express my disapproval of the use of the pages of scientific 
periodicals for the ventilation of personal grievances to the 
exclusion of more useful matter. 


“The following pages give a history of the whole matter 
as succintly told as possible, leaving to those who read it, 
to read between the lines what I think at this time unneces- 
sary to put in print. 
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ARGUMENT. 


After the discovery of Platypsyllus, by Ritsema, con- 
siderable interest was shown in the discussion of its sys- 
tematic position as I have shown in a paper not long since 
published (Trans. Am. Ent. Soc. 1888,.p. 25). 


In many conversations with Dr. LeConte, which led to. 
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the production of the. joint article in the ** Classification," 
and while we were in perfect accord as to its coleopterous 
nature, we realized that a study of the larva would settle, 
beyond the possibility: of doubt, the then somewhat open 
question. 

During a visit to Washington in October, 1887, I was 
agreeably astonished when Dr. Riley, Armse/f, informed me 
that he had the long-desired larva. 

a desire to see it, and Dr. Riley seemed willing to favor me, 
but after a short absence in his private room returned with 
the statement that he had mislaid it. I was more than dis- 
appointed, and inferred that he had no intention of showing 
me the larva. This latter Dr. Riley denies, although the 
denial will hardly agree with words attributed to him in 
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print. I felt that as he had such an *' embarras de richesses 
entomologigues’’ he would take pleasure in accepting the 
services of one who had already given so much attention to 
the insect. 

Fortunately, I had not long to wait, as a friend, fairly 
skilled in entomology, sent me early in 1888 a small number 
of the larva as well as more numerous perfect insects in 
alcohol, collected in Texas. 

Finding myself in possession of sufficient material which 
I did not owe to the kindness of Dr. Riley; I prepared my 
paper, together with the drawings necessary to illustrate it, 


and presented it to the American Entomological Society for 


publication in February, under the title, “ Some Coleop- 
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terous Larve,’’ which, for obvious reasons, I had adopted, 


but which was subsequently. changed, as will be seen in 


Trans AM.: EME, SOC 1888, D. 15. 

The printing of Vol. XV began late in January on three 
short papers by me and progressed very slowly, owing to 
the delay with Vol. XIV, so that it was near the end of 
March before my Platypsyllus portion was in type. Find- 
ing that it was possible to visit Washington, early in April, 
I resolved to break my silence, and I accordingly exhibited 
the larva at a meeting of the Entomological Society of 
Washington, held April 5th, and demonstrated the coleop- 
terous nature of the larva, and by consequence the correct- 
ness of the views expressed by Dr. LeConte nearly sixteen 
years before. 

Previous to my visit to Washington I instructed the printer 
to delay the printing of one form, hoping to have the as- 
sistance of several of the aids of Dr. Riley, who were more 
expert in micro-photography than I, in the determination 
of the position of the spiracles. 

The following is from the printed record of the meeting 
of April 5, 1888, of the Ent. Soc. of Washington : 

‘Dr. Horn further exhibited a larva of Platypsylus mounted in 
balsam. This, he stated, was of extreme interest, since it positivety 
proved the coleopterous nature of the insect. The larva is truly 
coleopterous, with well developed mandibles, which are shed in the 
imago stage, and this is the only known instance of the loss of the 
mandibles in a coleopteron. In a paper now in press he describes : 
and figures the larva, and speaks more at length of its structure. 

“ Prof. Riley said he had been extremely interested in Dr. Horn’s 
last communication, as he had had the larva of Platypsyllus on his 
desk for some eighteen months,* intending as soon as he could get 
to it, to publish the discovery. They had been collected for him 
by Mr. Bruner, near West Point, Nebraska, and from an examina- 
tion made on their receipt he had concluded them coleopterous 
beyond a doubt. He had never questioned in his own mind the 
accuracy of Dr. LeConte’s conclusions, but the discovery of the 
larva definitely confirmed them.”” 





* The italics are mine, and may me compared with Dr. Riley’s statement when.l 
first asked to see the larva. 
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That Dr. Riley had given, practically, zo attention to the 
larvæ up to April 5th is shown by his answer to a question 
by Mr. Lugger : ‘‘ Prof. Riley was not certain whether or 
not it [the pupa] was among his material.” 

-While I yet remained in Washington Dr. Riley placed 
his larve in Mr. Lugger’s hands to determine-for me the 
position of the spiracles. In a very few days a letter with 
a hastily made photograph was sent me by Dr. Riley, and 
[ immediately wrote what I had learned from him and gave 
credit in the following manner: 

¡“For great assistance in the determination of the position of the 
spiracles I must acknowledge my indebtedness to Prof. C. V. Riley, 
who has also, for some time, had this larva under consideration. 
By means of stained specimens and photography the entire structure 
has been very accurately developed.’ 

The retarded form was then printed, as made up, and 
bears the date ‘‘ March, 1888’’ at bottom, this being the 
printer’s original ‘‘ make up,” and which I had never ob- 
served until a few months ago. 

. On my departure from Washington an important part 
of Dr. Riley's office force was put to work on Platypsyllus 
(Lugger, Pergande and Schwarz, with at least one artist), 
and a friend who had passed through Washington at the 
time wrote me on his return home: ‘‘ Hurry up your paper 
on Platypsyllus, or you will lose precedence, as Riley has 
his whole force at work on it.’’ I gave but little heed to 
this, as my paper was then very nearly all done and separata 
were distributed during the last week of April. Without 
suspecting that Dr. Riley would think of acting in any 
other than the most honorable manner toward me, I in- 
ferred that he was continuing the investigation with the 
view of publishing a well illustrated paper on the larva of 

Platvpsyllus, Leptinus and Leptinzllus, all of which for 
several years have constituted a part of his ‘‘ embarras de 
richesses entomologiques””. The result of this labor appeared 
in a paper read before the National Academy ‘‘ by request’ 
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on April 20th, just fifteen days after my communication to 
the Entomological Society of Washington, and was printed 
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in the 
same year. I had not seen the article, nor did I know that 


Scientific American Supplement" June 2d of the 


it had been read before the National Academy until it was 
reprinted in No. o... insect Life,’ April. 1880. 

In this paper there is nothing of any importance in refer- 
ence to the larva or imago of Platypsyllus that has not pre- 
viously been given by me in my papers, and to my great 
astonishment the only reference to me in my dealings with 
the larva is in these words: 

“I should probably not have called attention to this larva for 
some time had it not been that at the last meeting of the Entomo- 
logical Society of Washington, Dr. Horn, who was present, an- 
nounced the finding, the present spring, by one of his correspon- 
dents, of this very larva, and exhibited a specimen. Some points 
about it, and especially the position of the spiracles, being yet 
rather obscure in his mind, he requested me to examine my mate- 
rial, which I have been thus led to do.” 

There is. no mention of my views, nor of the argument 
to substantiate them, all of which took much time, very 
courteously yield to me by the members of the Society 
from their own allowance. 

In his concluding paragraphs of the paper Dr. Riley 
says, ‘' Platypsyllus, therefore, is a good Coleopteron.”' 
Why “‘ therefore 2'* - Evidently from the argument of the 
preceding pages. Were they original with him? Certainly 
not, as he and ten others had heard the same from me long 
before ‘Dr. Riley put pen to paper on the subject, or had 
any views that he could demonstrate. 

Believing that there was underlying all this an attempt to 
supercede my personally performed labor (a view that I find 
is not peculiar to myself ) I published in the ‘‘ Entomologica 
Americana’’ June, 1889, p. 122, the following : 





TE EE E T EF FIE EZ EE Aaa a 
A ARS Y iii A AR Pa E A P De « À 


SE St Suita o u ME 


FB + STEPEI 
a Le a ln ne i Z lr 


b 


| 
"| 
d 
A 


A AA IR IE IAS A E AO RA E n n a at st A 


9 


A RECLAMATION. 


In “Insect Life,” No. 10, Prof. Riley adds some interesting in 
formation concerning Platypsyllus, and figures both the larva and 
imago. He also gives a resumé of the literature, but whether in- 
tentionally or not, omits all mention of my paper (Trans. Am. Ent. 
Soc. 1888), in which the larva is fully described and figured. This 
omission is all the more inexcusable, as the first public exhibition 
of the larva and my figures was made before the Entomological 
Society of Washington, some time in March [April,] 1888, Prof. 
Riley being present and taking part in the discussion. 

(CHEO. TI HORN, MY 

In response to the above reclamation Dr. Riley, in ‘‘ En- 

i Nr ui “NG € > ` à a ny AC A sd 
tomologica Americana’ February, 1890, pp. 27-30, pub- 
lishes an article with the following title : ** Platypsyllus— 
egg and ultimate larva—Dr. Horn's reclamation.” Con- 
cerning the ** ultimate larva’’ I will venture one criticism— 
it 15 more than probable that the mouth is represented on the 
wrong end of the head, as any one will see by a comparison 
of the figures previously given by Dr. Riley and myself of 
the larva. 

I have now, more especially, to deal with his answer to 
my "Reclamation. This I reprint, and will reply to in 
answers corresponding with the inserted numbers. 

While upon this subject of Zatypsyllus I may remark that the 
note (page 122 of E. A. for last June) which appeared while I was 
in Paris amazed me not a little, and obliges me to joe Dr. Horn's 
memory with the following statement of facts : 


I. The paper in“ Insect Life,” No. Io, as stated in the foot-note 


was read April 20, 1888, before the National Academy. It was read 
by request.* In it I distinctly refer to Dr. Horn’s first announce- 
ment of the larva betore the Washington Entomological Society. [1] 

1. But without the slightest intimation that I had ex- 
pressed an opinion of its coleopterous organization and de- 


* [ am informed by the best authority that the National Academy does not 


request non-members to read papers before it. Such papers may be read after 


certain formalities have been observed, of which the Academy’s request does not 
form a part. 
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fended it in argument. I was not placed on a higher plane 
than my friend who sent it to me and who knew what he 
sent: 


2. I could not refer to his own paper on the subject, which was 
not published till some time after mine was read [2]. The date, 
March. 1888,-on his signature is unjustified and misleading [3]. My 
assistance, acknowledged in his paper, did not begin till April 10, 
1888 [4]. I was in correspondence with him on the subject during 
the fest of the month, and asked for advance sheets of his paper in 
order to be able to refer to it, put the Doctor found it inconvenient 
to send them as his Platypsyllus paper formed part of a more gen- 
eral one [5]. Hewas fully advised of my intention to read a paper, 
and when, unable to get his advance sheets, I concluded that it 
might be advantageous to have my conclusions as to details pub- 
lished independently and uninfluenced by his, he encouraged this 
course. as I had offered to defer to his wishes [6]. 


2. True, but before že published, and he doubtless would 
have found an opportunity to correct an important error, 
otherwise, had he detected it before printing. 

3. This accident has been explained. 

4. He thus acknowledges the rapidity (10-20 Apl.) with 
which the work was done in his Department after my an- 
nouncement, notwithstanding the ‘‘ embarras’ of more 
important work. | 

5. Shows that he knew of my paper and of its progress 
through the press. 

6. Very true in its careful wording, but the main part of 
the conclusions which I had demonstrated he omits to men- 
tion to my credit, viz., the coleopterous nature of the larva. 


3. My paper was reproduced in ‘‘ Insect Life” after I left for Paris, 
because few ehtomologists had seen it in the ‘‘ Scientific American, 
to which it was sent after reading. In reproducing it I could not 
well have referred to Dr. Horn’s paper, [7] nor have made any 
change or addition whatever without preparing a supplementary 
paper to include subsequent notes both on Platypsyllus, Leptinus 
and Zepfinillus, which, as the Doctor had reason to know, | was 
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getting together. This I had then neither time nor inclination to 
ea because, to use the language of one of his own letters to me: 
‘I want facts and ideas, and do not care who publishes.” [8] 


7. I cannot see why not. He has referred in a foot-note 
to a previous print in the ‘‘ Scientific American; why not 
to mine, which antedated both his publications ? 

8. This extract from a letter probably refers to a paper 
on the three genera, at all events I know that his first 
sketches of the mouth, in which he differed radically with 
me, placed the matter outside of argument. 


What is it then that Dr. Horn claims? Not priority of announce- 
ment, because that is admitted for him in my paper. Not priority 
of publication, because I have made no claim to it [9]... The 
omission” to refer to his paper I have explained. It remains only 
to add that Dr. Horn had no justification from my intercourse and 
correspondence with him, for supposing that I could have had any 
other reason for the “omission,” or that I shall fail to refer to his 
paper when occasion permits. The reclamation cannot refer to pri- 
ority of discovery, because Dr. Horn had the best of reasons to 
know that I had the larva long before he obtained it, for I had in- 
formed him of the discovery already in October, 1887. That he 
should have ignored this fact in his announcement before our Wash” 
ington Society will be thought by some. “inexcusable,” and will 
explain why, as stated in the beginning, I was amazed at his card [10]. 
| much preferred to attribute the neglect to forgetfulness and to be- 
lieve that one whose work I had always admired was above the petty 
jealousies and narrow personalities which too often mar the conduct 

and writings of specialists [11]. 


9. I claim, and Dr. Riley admits, priority of announce- 
ment and publication, and I also claim, by the most strin- 


gent copyright law known, the right to have my discoveries 


and scientific deductions acknowledged by others, more 
particularly by those to whom they have been personally 
made known. 

10. No one did know until now that I ignored the pos- 
session of specimens by Dr. Riley, as I was careful to men- 
tion them in my paper, and Dr. Riley even complains 
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(under [3] ) that my date is ‘‘ unjustified and misleading’ 
because I failed to watch the mechanical part of a printer’ s 
work, 

11. While I thank Dr. Riley for his complimentary closing 
words, I think there will be found no evidence of ‘petty 
Jealousies and narrow personalities’? in my reclamation, 
but a demand for credit for work done, especially when 
that work is the result of my own unaided labor in the in- 
ervals of a busy professional life. 
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